Abstract
program, rather than organization-wide performance. Within the literature multiple terms are used to describe these program-level effectiveness measures including account performance (Birkinshaw et al., 2001) , performance effect (Montgomery et al., 1998) and KAM effectiveness (Tzempelikos & Gounaris, 2013; Workman et al., 2003) . However we will use the one term 'effectiveness measures' to refer to both financial and non-financial predicted program-level benefits of KAM.
Our review of the literature highlighted nine different KAM program-level effectiveness measures. These include non-financial effectiveness measures such as customer satisfaction (Hausman, 2001; Workman et al., 2003) , retention (Hausman, 2001; Sharma, 2006; Workman et al., 2003) , and advocacy (Ryals, 2008) ; and financial effectiveness measures including profit margins on key accounts (Sengupta et al., 1997; Sharma, 2006; Stephenson, 1981) , increases in shared investment (Sharma, 2006) , increasing key account revenues and reducing costs to serve (Birkinshaw et al., 2001 ) and increasing share of account spend (Workman et al., 2003) . However we do not include some of the less objectively measurable effectiveness measures used in the literature such as improved reputation or status (Tzempelikos & Gounaris, 2013; Workman et al., 2003) , or organizational-level measures such as overall revenue, profitability or market share (Tzempelikos & Gounaris, 2013; Workman et al., 2003) .
Past studies have investigated how KAM implementation drives overall effectiveness measures (Tzempelikos & Gounaris, 2013; Workman et al., 2003) , and other research such as Davies and Ryals (2009) and Montgomery et al. (1998) 
KAM practices
Despite the concerns raised by some researchers about apparently high failure rates in KAM implementation, there is relatively little research investigating whether the way in which companies actually implement KAM affects its success (Kempeners & Hart, 1999; Sengupta et al., 1997; Wengler et al., 2006) . We know that implementation is a lengthy multistage process (Davies & Ryals, 2009; ; and the Davies & Ryals research also indicates the kinds of activities that form part of the implementation of a KAM program. However most previous causal studies use a limited range of KAM practices; Workman et al. (2003) have the largest range, employing 6 reflective scales (inferring practices), plus one formative practice to explore KAM. This circumscribed approach to the constituent practices of KAM is a limitation of existing research.
In previous causal studies the critical success factors for KAM and the constituent practices of a KAM program are often considered at the same level of analysis, as though they are formative indicators (Table 1) . Thus culture (an organizational culture that supports KAM -Homburg et al., 2002; Millman & Wilson, 1999; Pardo, 1999; Workman et al., 2003) or 'Customer Relationship Orientation ' (Salojärvi et al., 2010 is considered alongside differentiated and higher service levels for key accounts, top management involvement and use of teams (Salojärvi et al., 2010 , Workman et al., 2003 , all of which are routines or practices which would be constituents of an organizational culture which supports KAM. In a recent example, Natti & Palo (2012) refer to different practices as "organizational mechanisms and capabilities" (p1849). In principle this would liken KAM to a dynamic capability consisting of a set of practices; although Natti & Palo (ibid) go on to include not just management commitment, key account manager skills, resources, clear goals and followup mechanisms, and a supportive management system, but organizational culture. This seems to risk confusing a set of KAM practices with higher-order measures (such as 'culture'), which are at a different level of analysis, 'culture' being often characterized as a set of practices, behaviors or orientations (e.g. Khan et al., 2010) and therefore possibly subsuming the other KAM practices identified.
Our concern with this approach is that, for causal modeling, including higher order measures (such as 'culture') risks masking the unique influence of implemented practices due to multicollinearity in the models. In other words, the notion of a 'KAM culture' or 'a culture that supports KAM' (c.f. Homburg et al., 2002; Workman et al., 2003) includes other independent variables such as top management involvement (c.f. Salojärvi et al., 2010; Workman et al., 2003) . Tzempelikos & Gounaris (2013) illustrate this by using many of the practices such as top management commitment, top management involvement and interfunctional support as indicators of KAM Orientation, which is proposed as a measure of organizational culture. This concern is compounded by studies not reporting, or using unsubscribed tests for, multicollinearity or discriminant validity. We therefore follow Storbacka (2012) and Storbacka, Polsa, & Sääksjärvi (2011) in referring to 'KAM practices' and avoid higher order constructs such as culture, orientation or knowledge. To address these issues, and to gain a better understanding of what results KAM practices are driving, we needed to investigate a considerably broader range of both KAM practice and KAM effectiveness measures than are currently explored in the literature. Our second -and principal -research question is therefore to examine how effective implemented KAM practices are at predicting desirable effectiveness measures.
Conceptual model and Hypotheses
Our conceptual model (Figure 1 ) illustrates the two research questions outlined in the literature review and presented in Table 3 , linking the importance of KAM effectiveness measures with the perception of overall KAM performance (RQ1) and the importance of KAM practices with effectiveness (RQ2). The specific research questions are:
RQ1: To what extent do the different effectiveness measures identified in the literature reflect overall perceptions of KAM performance? RQ2: How effective are implemented KAM practices at predicting desirable effectiveness outcomes?
As we have 22 independent variables and 10 dependent variables we needed to avoid developing an unwieldy number of hypotheses, and we have therefore proposed 11 hypotheses based on our nine effectiveness measures and one overall satisfaction measure such that:
• The 1 st hypothesis is that: Increases in objective effectiveness measures positively influence overall satisfaction with KAM
• The 2 nd hypothesis is that: Implementation of KAM practices positively increases overall satisfaction with KAM
• And nine hypotheses (H3-H11) took the general form of: The implementation of KAM practices positively affects [the stated effectiveness of KAM measure];
The conceptual model illustrates the relationships and suggests that the nine effectiveness measures identified in section 1.2.1 will positively affect perceptions of overall KAM program performance (H1). It also suggests that the 22 identified KAM practices, identified from the literature and set out in Table 2 , are linked to overall satisfaction with a company's KAM program (H2); and that the KAM practices positively influence each of the nine effectiveness measures of a KAM program (H3-H11). Table 3 sets out the 11 specific hypotheses associated with the two research questions.
[Insert Figure 1] [Insert Table 3] 1.3 Methodology
Data collection
To test the relationships between practices utilized in KAM programs and the effectiveness of those programs we developed a 7-point Likert scale survey (see Appendix A) applicable across industries as suggested by Schendel & Hofer (1979) . The survey measures were based on the practices and KAM effectiveness measures discussed in the literature, as summarized in section 1.2.1 and Table 2 .
Within the extant literature there is a propensity to investigate KAM from outside of the KAM program using customers, sales people or senior managers (Davies & Ryals, 2009 ).
However relying on data from people outside the KAM program (as with Workman et al., 2003; Ivans & Pardo, 2007) , or high proportions of respondent companies with no formal KAM program (Workman et al., 2003; Montgomery et al., 1998) carries some danger of respondent error when investigating KAM practices. For this study we therefore selected only companies who considered themselves to have a formal KAM program, defined to participants as 'a specific program for the management of customers who are of strategic importance to the supplier'; and we only surveyed senior managers inside the program.
Focusing on companies having a formal KAM program increased the specificity of the sample, reducing the issue of 'non-KAM' organizations seen in other work (c.f. Workman et al, 2003) ; and this definition of a key account follows a number of previous researchers (e.g. Davies and Ryals, 2013; Guenzi et al., 2007; McDonald et al, 1997) and addresses inter-country and inter-industry differences in terminology (Davies and Ryals, 2013; Homburg et al., 2000) To target this hard-to-reach group we followed Guenzi et al. (2007 Guenzi et al. ( , 2009 Surveys were handed out before the commencement of the event to be completed during registration and collected as the event began, to minimize the impact of the event on the responses (Table 4 shows descriptive statistics for the respondents).
[Insert All the events at which surveys were distributed were held in the UK, which accounts for the preponderance of respondent companies based there (54%). The range of KAM-related events over the data collection period enabled a wide range of industries. Of particular interest, given the considerable time period required for KAM implementation (Davies and Ryals, 2009; , was the range of KAM program duration, ranging from less than two years (37%) through 2-3 years (22%) and 4-6 years (26%) to more than 6 years (15%).
Data analysis
Our paper is exploratory in that it investigates multiple dependent variables and the predictive ability of KAM practices in achieving them, rather than looking specifically at the practices independently. To investigate the overall effectiveness of KAM programs on a
range of effectiveness measures we analyze data using hierarchical multiple regression. Our rationale for taking this approach, rather than grouping the KAM practices through the development of formative indices, is that if we were to develop formative indices this would have to be based on theoretical grounds (see Diamantopoulos & Winklhofer, 2001) , because there are no statistical techniques for doing data reduction with formative indicators. In essence there is no formative version of factor analysis (Diamantopoulos, Riefler, & Roth, 2008; Edwards & Bagozzi, 2000; Jarvis, Mackenzie, & Podsakoff, 2003) . There are no theoretical grounds by which to group the practices apparent in the extant literature.
Moreover, Davies & Ryals (2009) were removed because very few companies indicated any use of these practices leading to very poor correlation (<0.3) with any of our effectiveness measures. All other practices correlated with our overall satisfaction measure (How good is your company at KAM?) and were retained for all regressions. These were even retained when they did not correlate with other effectiveness measures to maintain both the comparability across the outputs but also because, as with formative indicators, practices are heavily inter-related; meaning that low or no correlation does not necessarily indicate that they play no part in the predictive capacity of a management program (Bollen & Lennox 1991) .
None of the practices correlated at above the 0.7 level, indicating no problem with multicollinearity (see table 5 for correlation matrix) also justifying our decision not to index these practices. We did have 3 higher order reflective measures for KAM Knowledge, Culture and Structure and to justify our approach carried out pre-test for multicollinearity of these items with implemented KAM practices. This pre-test confirmed that these items were highly correlated (>0.7) with many KAM practice items, justifying our decision to focus purely on the practices and not including these higher order constructs. Our lowest Tolerance statistic is 0.182 and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) is 5.486 (both for the measure "KAMs had good access to additional internal resources") satisfying the recommended >0.1 for Tolerance and <10 for VIF suggested as indicators of multicollinearity by Hair et al. (2010) confirming no effects of multicollinearity.
[ Insert table 5 here] To test for normality, outliers and homoelasticity we inspected the normal P-P plot of regression standardized residuals and all partial regression plots for all independent variables in all models run. There was no indication of heteroelasticity or non-linearity. For outliers we conducted both the Mahalanobis D 2 measure which had an average of 22.869 and maximum of 53.206 with 23 degrees of freedom. This provides a D 2 /df of 2.3, well below the advised <3 for samples of this size (Hair et al., 2010) . We had one case with a standardized residual over 3.0 but, with a Cooks distance maximum of 0.106, this case suggests no major bearing on the overall results, being well below the score of 1 suggested as a problem by Tabachnick & Fidell (2007), so the case was retained.
No attempt has been made to refine the models to reduce the number of independent variables analyzed despite the statistical possibility of doing so through backward elimination. This is due to ensuring the comparability of the models and also the lack of theoretical grounding for removing less influential variables (Hair et al., 2010) .
Control variables
Three control variables are utilized in this study to control for major influencers of KAM effectiveness. Firstly we control for industry type. Although to date there has been no extensive study into industry effects on KAM program structure and success, the authors' experience of working closely with industry partners suggest both KAM programs and their effectiveness may be different across industries. This is included through a dummy variable based on the industry identified by respondents as their company's primary industry. importance of the age of the KAM program, we believe that it has not been included in previous causal modeling in KAM.
Results
Our first test of the effectiveness of KAM is by a simple inspection of different magnitude of desired effectiveness measures. Figure 2 shows a graph of the effectiveness of KAM at achieving the nine measures investigated in this study.
[Insert figure 2] Figure 2 shows that KAM appears to be good at improving customer relationships and customer satisfaction; good to moderate at retention, share of spend, revenues, and advocacy;
and less good at costs to serve, profit margins, and shared investment. This is suggestive of a situation in which KAM is rather more effective at driving benefits for customers (measured by satisfaction, retention and relationships) than benefits for the supplier (such as share of wallet, revenue, profits, or advocacy). It also indicates that suppliers are right to be concerned about potential cost increases and therefore margin pressures when introducing KAM which may, in turn, indicate that KAM is not an ideal vehicle for managing cost efficiency.
In the following results (Tables 6, 7 , 8a and 8b) all odd numbered models (1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19 and 21) are models for the control variables only. Our first two models (table 6) explore research question 1: the extent to which our nine effectiveness measures account for the overall perceived KAM program performance ("How good would you say your company is at KAM?"). Although we are able to explain a large proportion of overall perceived KAM program performance (57.7%) with our measures, supporting hypothesis 1, this still leaves 42.3% unexplained by the measures we introduce. Our results show that, of the effectiveness measures three (cost to serve, profit margin and satisfaction ratings) provide no significant unique explanation of overall perceived KAM performance.
[Insert The final area to note from models 2 and 4 is the lack of significance for our control variables. Industry does not appear to explain the perception of overall KAM performance.
Nor does the size of the KAM program; larger KAM programs are not necessarily viewed as more successful.
The results with regard to the age of the KAM program are less clear-cut. Davies & Ryals (2009 ), Montgomery et al. (1998 and Wotruba & Castleberry (1993) all suggest that the age of a KAM program is a significant indicator of KAM performance. All three of these studies rely predominantely on a perceptual measure of KAM performance (as in models 1-4 in our study). The significance of the 'age of program' variable in models 1 and 3 (the control model) and model 2 (effectiveness measures vs. performance perception), but lack of significance in model 4 (KAM practices vs. perceptual measure) suggests that the age of a KAM program is associated with increased use of KAM practices and it is the implementation of the practices rather than the age of the program itself which dictates the overall perception. However when it comes to the nine effectiveness measures the age of the program does still provide unique contribution to variance, as we discuss below.
Our second research question asked whether KAM practices are good at predicting nine different effectiveness measures identified from the literature. Whereas previous studies such
as Workman et al. (2003) , Tzempelikos & Gounaris, (2013) and Birkinshaw et al. (2001) formed scales out of the effectiveness measures and found all practices to be related to effectiveness, we can build on their work and give a more detailed interpretation, dividing our results between financial measures of effectiveness (increased share of customer spend, revenues, costs to serve and profit margins - Table 8a ) and non-financial measures (relationship improvement, customer satisfaction, retention, advocacy and shared investment - Table 8b ). There is no particular pattern of difference between the two, although KAM practices seem to have a slightly greater explanatory power in relation to non-financial than to financial effectiveness. Specifically, models 16 and 22 show that KAM practices are significantly more likely to drive customer satisfaction ratings and levels of shared investment (88.5% and 75.8% of variance explained respectively) than other effectiveness measures.
Although our models show that KAM practices are always significant drivers of effectiveness, they have the lowest influence on cost to serve (48.3% variance explainedmodel 10) and customer retention (52.3% variance explained -model 18).
Combining the results of the regression models with the descriptive statistics for the effectiveness measures (Figure 2 ) we can suggest KAM practices are most effective at driving benefits for customers (particularly satisfaction) but also drive supplier benefits, supporting previous research on the positive impact of KAM on the supplier (e.g. Hughes & Weiss, 2007; Kalwani & Narayandas, 1995; Galbreath, 2002) . However based on the strong significance and unique contribution of years of the program for models 6 and 8, there may be a significant time lag between implementing KAM practices and benefits in the form of increased share of spend or revenues accruing for the supplier (Table 8a ). This finding emphasizes the importance of taking a longer perspective on a KAM program, regarding it as a multi-year investment on the part of the supplier (Davies & Ryals, 2009 ).
With respect to particular KAM practices, we can identify some interesting trends in the individual variables and their effect on overall KAM effectiveness. Individual key account plans appear to be of particular significance in driving customer satisfaction, supporting previous research highlighting the central role of KAM plans in the role of a key account manager (e.g. Holt, 2003; Ojasolo, 2001) . Differentiated service levels are also significant in driving higher customer satisfaction, supporting previous normative claims (e.g. Ryals & McDonald, 2008) .
When it comes to driving increased share of spend (61.7% variance explained) from a key account, model 6 suggests that senior management buy-in is extremely significant, as are KAM plans and specifically-appointed key account managers. However, where revenues and profits are concerned (models 8 and 12), measuring performance is vital and, in the case of profit margins, fully-trained key account managers (suggesting that KAM training should include management of customer profitability). These results provide empirical support for previous work around the role and required skills of a key account manager (Davies and Ryals, 2013; Holt, 2003; Ojasalo, 2001; Ryals & McDonald, 2008) .
Our results also show that relationship improvement (model 14) is predominantly driven by a combination of senior management buy-in, joint activities, feedback, and planning.
Interestingly, advocacy is significantly driven by joint activities (model 20), whereas increased retention is driven predominantly by higher service levels. The role of higher (i.e. adoption and the importance of persevering and probably adapting programs over time (Davies & Ryals, 2009; Montgomery et al., 1998; Wotruba & Castleberry, 1993) . Age certainly should be used as a control variable in any study of KAM effectiveness and its omission in previous studies raises questions over the significance of individual practices explored.
In terms of the impact of industry, there is evidence from this research that industry does have a significant impact on some KAM effectiveness measures (even if not perceptual measures); it is uniquely significant in 5 of the 9 effectiveness measures (as a dummy variable the sign of the relationship is irrelevant). To date no authors have attempted to diagnose or control for industry variations in KAM. This obviously is an important area for further research and needs addressing if practitioners are to diagnose the relative importance of KAM, and the nature and form of KAM practices adopted in their industries.
Across respondent companies there is a wide variety of approach and level of implementation of KAM practices and our results suggest that having a myriad of complementary unique KAM practices is fundamental in ensuring KAM effectiveness (as per Homburg, et al., 2002; Montgomery et al., 1998; Ojasalo, 2001 effectiveness; if they focus only on one or two effectiveness indicators, certain practices might be thought to be irrelevant even though our study suggests they might have potential to drive alternative, yet still desirable, outcomes in terms of KAM effectiveness.
Managerial implications
Taking our nine criteria for KAM effectiveness, our results provide managerially-relevant evidence for the value of a sustained KAM program typified by a number of unique practices specifically designed to drive forward business relationships with strategically-important clients. If we rank the level of prediction for the KAM effectiveness measures we find an interesting pattern:
1) Customer satisfaction ratings with key customers has risen (88.5% variance explained)
2) The amount of shared investment has increased (75.8% variance explained) Clearly, suppliers see financial benefits in the form of increased share of spend, fastergrowing revenues and higher profit margins (items 3-5) and this supports previous commentators such as Kalwani & Narayandas (1995) , Galbreath (2002) , and Ryals &
McDonald (2008), amongst others. Whilst these financial indicators are important, items 1 and 2 indicate that KAM practices are in fact more effective at driving customer satisfaction and shared investment than financial outcomes. It may be that the gap here can be explained by some key accounts acting to bargain away the benefits of KAM from the supplier through reduced prices or the provision of service levels the customer is unwilling to pay for (Cooper & Kaplan, 1991; Kalwani & Narayandas, 1995; Reinartz & Kumar, 2002) . The relative failure of KAM practices to help manage costs (item 9) is further evidence of the potentially costly nature of a KAM program and, possibly, of this bargaining process.
The implications for managers relate to their expectations and targets for their KAM program. Broadly, where the KAM program is intended to improve customer relationships in the wider sense, it is more likely to be effective. However, managers who embark on KAM mainly in the expectation of lower costs-to-serve are likely to be disappointed. The second implication is that introducing a KAM program is not a substitute for negotiating and bargaining with customers; there still needs to be careful management of the costs associated with the program.
According to Wengler et al. (2006) , most companies adopt KAM to drive growth or to accommodate changes in customer structures and processes. Therefore, few companies may actually be intent on managing operational efficiency through their program, but rather see a KAM program as a growth / investment strategy. Managerially, our research would support this; it provides some direct evidence for the effectiveness of KAM practices at driving growth (through a mechanism of revenue growth and increased share of customer spend).
Limitations
The difficulty of isolating the financial impact of a specific program from within the financial data of a company makes identifying effectiveness measures extremely difficult for a wide-ranging study involving over 200 companies. Whilst we use self-reported data by individuals in the company, the range of effectiveness measures mentioned and the divergent nature of the way KAM practices impact upon them demonstrates that respondents were knowledgeable and capable of distinguishing between different measures. Although critics disagree on the extent to which self-reported data leads to spurious covariance through common method variance (Crampton & Wagner, 1994; Podsakoff et al., 2003) , the study adopted the suggestion of Podsakoff, Mackenzie, and Lee (2003) to vary the formatting (through clearly delineated survey sections) as a way of preventing or minimizing common method variance as well as placing the effectiveness measures after the practices. We also used concrete measures (Feldman & Lynch, 1988) rather than abstract concepts to reduce common method variance below the average of 15.8% identified in marketing research by Cote and Buckley (1987) . We did not conduct Harman's single factor post-hoc test due to the inappropriateness of using factor analysis on non-reflective indicators.
The study also uses single item measures of effectiveness. This was done explicitly because these items (with the possible exception of satisfaction) would be based on single item measures within the firm. We therefore wanted to ensure the respondents could clearly identify what information we were seeking. Future research may develop more sophisticated measures of effectiveness, possibly developing ways to test them against genuine financial data.
Another limitation concerns the adoption of a purely supplier perspective. Data were only collected inside the supplier firm, whereas Storbacka (2012) suggests that inter-firm factors may play an important role in the success of KAM. These inter-firm factors may account for some of the missing variance in our models. However it should be made clear that customers may perceive the effectiveness of KAM programs differently from their suppliers..
Deeper investigation of the individual practices is beyond the scope of this paper because there is insufficient data to undertake a stepwise regression to investigate which individual practice can drive specific effectiveness outcomes. However, this would be a fruitful area of future research and may produce additional guidance for companies in prioritizing certain activities. From this research we find senior management buy-in, individual key account plans, higher service level and performance measurement amongst the most frequently reoccurring unique signifiers of effectiveness; future quantitative analysis of the role these play in KAM effectiveness and, possibly, company performance, could be very valuable. Brady, 2004; Homburg et al., 2002; Montgomery et al., 1998; Napolitano 1997; Natti & Palo, 2012; Tzempelikos & Gounaris 2013 Manager buy-in is necessary for success
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